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REPLY BRIEF UNDER 37 C.F.R. S 

Mail Stop - REPLY BRIEF - PATENTS 
Commissioner for Patents 
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Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1450 
Sir: 

In reply to the February 5 S 2008 Examiner's Answer (hereinafter referred to as the 
"Examiner's Answer") to the Amended Appellant's Appeal Brief (hereinafter referred to as the 
"Appeal Brief 0, the following remarks are submitted. 
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RECEIVED 
CENTRAL FAX CENTER 

ARGUMENT APR 0 3 2008 

L Claims 1-2, 4-9* 1 1-14, and 16-17 (Group 1) 

With respect to independent Claim$ 1 and 8, Appellant submits that the Examiner 

has still failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness because, among other reasons, Hiett 

does not teach or suggest a very low range direct broadcast receiver located on the mobile 

platform and limited to receiving signals transmitted from within a very short range, as recited in 

independent Claim 1. Further, Hiett does not teach or suggest providing Internet data to the 

computer network via the direct broadcast receiver from a distance of less than a few meters the 

direct broadcast receiver being l imited to r eceiving signals transmitted from within a very short 

range, as recited in independent Claim 8. Appellant submits that the Examiner appears to be 

equating a transmitter that is configured to transmit signals from 1,000 feet down to zero feet 

with a "receiver" (Claim 1) or a "direct broadcast receiver" (Claim 8) "limited to receiving 

signals transmitted from within a very short range." For example, the Examiner's Answer 

contains the following statement by the Examiner: 

[T]he teachings of Hiett would have suggested to an 
artisan that the in-airport ground-based transmitter, 
transmits , inter aha, over a very low range (of less than 
a few meters). (Examiner's Answer, page 12, lines 6-8) 
(emphasis added). 

Appellant respectfully submits that the Examiner has incorrectly characterized a 
transmitter capable of transmitting signals from a range of zero feet to 1,000 feet as being the 
same as a receiver limited to receiving signals that are transmitted within a very short range. 
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There is no disclosure in Hiett of a receiver limited to receiving signals transmitted from within a 
very short range. In Hiett the receiver receives signals from as far away as 1,000 feet. (Hiett, 
col. 9, lines 23-26). 

Accordingly, for the foregoing reasons, and for those reasons stated in Appellant's 
Appeal Brief, Appellant submits that the Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness with respect to independent Claims 1 and 8 because Hiett fails to teach or suggest at 
least one limitation in each of the rejected claims. Appellant respectfully requests that the Board 
reverse the rejections of independent Claims 1 and 8, and corresponding dependent Claims 2, 4- 
7, 9, 11-14, and 16-17. 

IL Claims 3, 10, and 15 (Group 2) 

With respect to dependent Claims 3, 10 ? and 15, Appellant submits that the 
Examiner has still failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness. As stated above, Hiett 
does not teach or suggest a very low range direct broadcast receiver located on the mobile 
platform and limited tn receiving signals transmitted from within a. very short range , as recited in 
dependent Claim 3. Further, Hiett does not teach or suggest providing Internet data to the 
computer network via the direct broadcast receiver from a distance of less than a few meters the 
direct broadcast receiver being limited to receiving sign als transm itted from within a very short 
range, as recited in dependent Claims 10 and 1 5. As stated by the Examiner the "LaRocca was 
presented to fulfill the limitation 'back channel transmitter' as required by claim 3 and not for the 
c . . .direct broadcast receiver being limited to receiving signals transmitted from within a very 

-3- 

M1LW_61694B8.1 



PAGE 4/5 * RCVD AT 4/3/2008 4:59:51 PM [Eastern Daylight Tlmel * SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-5«8 1 DNIS:2738300 * CS©:319 295 3599 * DURATION (mm-ss):0144 



RPR-03-2008 15:04 



ROCKWELL COLLINS LEGAL DE 



319 295 3599 P. 



Atty. Dkt. No. 00CR064/KE (47141-151) 

short range'." (Examiner's Answer, page 13, lines 1-3). Therefore, the LaRocca reference does 
not cure the deficiencies of Hiett . 

Accordingly, for the foregoing reasons, and for those reasons stated in Appellant's 
Appeal Brief, Appellant submits that the Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness with respect to dependent Claims 3, 1 0, and 15 because Hiett and/or LaRocca fail to 
teach or suggest at least one limitation in each of the rejected claims. Appellant respectfully 
requests that the Board reverse the rejections of dependent Claims 3, 1 0, arid 15. 

CONCLUSION 

In view of the foregoing reasons, and in addition to those presented in Appellant's 
Appeal Brief, Appellant submits that Claims 1-17 are not properly rejected with respect to the 
cited references under 35 tLS.C. § 103(a). Accordingly, it is respectfully requested that the board 
reverse the claim rejections for Claims 1-1 7, 

Dated this 3rd day of April, 2008. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Date 4/3/2008 

Rockwell Collins, Inc. 
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